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Various parties objected to the administrative claims of attorneys Charles Robinowitz and
Lawrence Erwin for attorney fees incurred while the case was pending under chapter 11.  Charles
Robinowitz represented the trustee and a creditor, Brewer, in various matters that arose while the case
was pending under chapter 11.  Lawrence Erwin represented the debtor while the case was pending
under chapter 11.  

Mr. Robinowitz sought compensation under §503(b)(4) that allows compensation for attorney fees
for an attorney who represents a creditor that makes a substantial contribution as defined in §503(b)(3).
The court held that a substantial contribution was made by virtue of all the creditor's and attorney's actions
except for an objection to confirmation.  The fact that the creditor incurred no otherwise compensable
expense under §503(b)(3) was not fatal.  The court could not find any specific instance where Mr.
Robinowitz's fees were unreasonable.  Thus, the court held that Mr. Robinowitz was entitled to an
administrative claim for his fees and costs except for those that related to the objection to confirmation.

The court also ruled, alternatively, that Mr. Robinowitz was appointed to represent the trustee
under §327(a) for most of the matters for which compensation was sought.  The fact that the appointment
occurred in an adversary proceeding and that many of the matters were ultimately tried in the main case
rather than the adversary proceeding was not fatal.  Also, the fact that Mr. Robinowitz represented a
creditor was not fatal since the interests of the trustee and creditor were aligned.

As to Mr. Erwin's fees, the court found no specific instance where his fees were unreasonable.
While the court did not agree with the legal position taken by Mr. Erwin on one issue that generated fees,
the court found that reasonable minds could differ on the point and, in fact, Judge Marsh of the US District
Court seemed to agree with Mr. Erwin.  There was an objection that Mr. Erwin had participated in a
scheme to sell the only estate asset for a deflated price.  There was no evidence to support this allegation
of improper conduct while there was some evidence to the contrary.  In sum, the court found no basis to
reduce the fee application.

The court declined to impose sanctions against Mr. Robinowitz since it could find no specific
instance of misconduct by Mr. Robinowitz.

Mr. Robinowitz sought sanctions against Warde and Charles Erwin and against Erwin and Erwin,
P.C. for filing a false claim.  This argument was based on the 9th Circuit's opinion where the court
disallowed the claim and sanctioned the claimant for appealing a ruling of the US District Court that
reversed the bankruptcy court's ruling that the claim was valid.  The court in this case denied the motion
to impose sanctions.  The court held that there was a legal basis for the filing of the claim (and the taking
of the appeal).  The court disagreed with the 9th Circuit's ruling on the merits and in imposing sanctions
against the claimant.  Thus, the court did not impose sanctions as requested by Mr. Robinowitz.
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